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Topic and the summary of specialised literature review

In our dissertation, we undertook to examine the question of whether the selection of

specific learning problems (learning disability and learning difficulty) in the Hungarian

public education system – in order to enforce the criteria of equity – really contributes to

the equality of opportunities at  the output level.  Or the assumption phrased in conflict

theories prevails instead, that is, the basis of selection is always the origin, the assignment,

and the selection only preserves or even amplifies the differences.

In  the  beginning  of  our  dissertation  (I.1,  Chapter  I.2),  in  the  course  of  the

conceptualization of "contextual factors" and the concepts of "educational aspirations", we

have defined that we use the above mentioned concept in a broad sense. In our dissertation

we do  not  use  concept  limitations  and  specifications  that  already  exist  in  specialized

literature; the latter concept is considered as a willingness to progress within the education

system. 

In section I.3 we reviewed the phenomena of learning disability and learning difficulty

in accordance with special educational and legal-administrative considerations. 

From this chapter we would point out that in both areas, our examined population is one of

the main concepts of learning problems. At this point, in order to find a common name for

the two populations  examined and to separate  them from mild cognitive disability  not

forming  part  of  the  dissertation,  we  introduced  the  generic  term  of  specific  learning

problem. From the overview, we emphasize that students having an expert opinion on their

specific  learning  problems  do  not  differ  from  the  average  in  terms  of  their  general

intellectual  abilities,  but  their  performance significantly  lags  behind the level  expected

based on their intelligence. In the case of learning disability, a neurological deficit and

partial disability are assumed in the background, which is so significant that the acquisition

of  basic  culture  techniques  and  getting  information  through  them  will  be  remarkably

impeded. In the case of learning difficulty, there is no consensus about that the milder

partial disability problems or environmental causes result in learning failure. For the exact

separation based on legal-administrative aspects (SEN), the professional definitions and

differential diagnosis tools do not provide an adequate background.



Regarding  the  educational  benefits  there  are  several  similarities  between  the

opportunities offered to the two categories (exemption from evaluation, prolongation of

preparation time, use of own equipment, adaptation of the oral / written form of the exam

to  the  problem  and  the  ordered  additional  educational  services).  However,  in  higher

education, the benefits are only available for the learning disability category. Students in

the learning difficulty category can no longer take advantage of the benefits that could be

used in higher education.

In section II before the interpretation of the phenomenon of specific learning problems

based on sociological aspects, we first found that it is sensible to assume that the concept 

of stigma associated with disabilities may be relevant in this specific case as well.  Then 

we briefly reviewed the social models of disabilities and found that even in the case of 

learning disabilities the medical model – according to other authors’ concepts, the 

objectivist (“in the head perspective”) approach is popular. However, it would be 

especially obvious and practical to study the learning disability based on the social model, 

because by focusing on the environmental factors, especially the educational conditions, 

we could use our resources for normalization, not stigmatization. Then the sociological, 

contextual explanations of the spread of the category of learning disability in public 

education have been considered. Interactional explanations examine the interests of 

different groups in the background of the spread of learning disability. The most important 

identified groups are classmates, teachers, the parents of students having problems 

classified as learning disabilities, and professionals who are considerably interested. The 

institutional theories interpret the administrative category of learning disability as the 

responsibility of public education systems. Instead of admitting that their present operation

does not make them suitable for the proper teaching of each student, the education systems 

assign the problem to the students, labelling them problematic, disabled. Structural theories

think on the basis of social subsystems and organizations and in general they consider 

special education and specifically learning disability as a means of maintaining social 

inequalities. As an option the category can have a social function by choosing and 

designating a group of future "uncompetitive" ones for the labor market, but the other 

possibility is to outline the opposite. Accordingly, the learning disability category can also 

be used to pass on the social benefits of families with advantaged social class background.

We  wanted  to  know  more  about  the  likelihood  of  the  operation  of  potential

explanations, so in section III we looked at the different interpretations of inequalities and



their specificities studied in the education system, by the relevant literature in accordance

with  social  mobility.  We  found  that  selection  and  as  a  consequence  segregation  are

considered by some authors to be sufficient to maintain or even enhance social inequalities

(segregation  model).  We  also  saw  that  there  are  strong  ambitions  for  creating  a  fair

educational environment for all (through active actions), but the declared purpose of the

actions and its observable effects are not necessarily in accord with each other.

Finally, we outlined three professional and educational policy models recognizable in

the  actions  grouped  to  tackle  educational  inequalities,  and  we  looked  for  similarities

between  each  model.  We  found  that  the  administrative  model  based  on  diagnostic

categories in Hungary is in accord with the medical model presented in section II and with

the deficit model presented in section III. 

Based on all this information we find it questionable whether the subsystem of public

education  dealing  with  specific  learning  problems  creates  real  chances  of  access  to

resources for the students. It seems to be more likely that the administrative categories and

related actions contribute to the maintenance of social inequalities. In section IV of the

thesis we outlined the more important conclusions of the literature review.

Objectives, hypotheses and conditions of the research

Section V covers the purpose, hypotheses, sample, method and results of the research that

forms the empirical part of the dissertation. Below is a brief description of the content of this

section.

The objectives of the thesis are summarized in the following points:

- To gather empirical knowledge, based on socio-demographic aspects, about the group of

students whose specific learning problems are proven by experts;

- To examine the correlations between the revealed features and the classical aspects of

educational inequalities;

- to analyse the quantitative indicators of equity actions as an independent variable and

ideas about the progress within the education system as an indicator of vertical social

mobility, how individual elements of the diagnosis-based Hungarian system affect the

population under study

The focus of the thesis  is  primarily  the "horizontal  space" in  which the aspiration of the

students under study is born, the social medium into which the aspiration is embedded. Three



factors are highlighted in this field, the interactions of which we also want to model: family

effects and school environmental impacts have been included in the dissertation as a crucial

aspect on the basis of the specialised literature; As a third aspect, we should place the equity

actions into the center of the study as a specific factor, appearing only in the case of students

being in the category of getting benefits, that are assumed to have effects on further education.

We consider  the educational  progress  as  the main point,  but  we also  present  descriptive,

interpretative, situation analysis results in the rest of the thesis. 

Prior to formulating the hypotheses, we highlighted the premises that are explained in detail

in the literary part, because they appear implicitly in the background of our assumptions:

- The characteristic of the Hungarian school system is that it strongly selects students based

on family and ethnic background. This is the case for all students, so it is assumed that this is

the case also for the population we are examining.

- -  In  the  diagnosis-oriented  Hungarian  special  education  system,  we  assume  the

stronger  impact  of  the  medical  approach  of  disabilities  than  the  social  model.

- According to the medical approach of disabilities, specific learning problems in the

school  system  are  considered  to  be  the  specificity  of  the  individual  (educational

methods are considered to be objectively given).

- -  The  concepts  of  learning  disability  and  learning  difficulty,  as  regards  school

performance, are linked to the individual as a discrediting characteristic of stigma.

- The educational aspirations are sensitive indicators of feedbacks that derive from

family and school environment and are related to learning ability.

Our hypotheses have been formulated as follows:

H1.1 – Students from families with low socio-cultural status are overrepresented among those

who have an expert opinion on specific learning problems;

H1.2 –  On the  basis  of  socio-cultural  background,  students  with learning disabilities  and

learning difficulties show more similarities to each other than with the control group;

H2.1 – In the case of students with an expert opinion on a specific learning problem, there is a

strong  correlation  between  the  educational  achievement  (certificate  average)  and  the

qualification of the parents; 



H2.2. –  Behind the educational achievement of students with an expert opinion on specific

learning problems, more home learning can be detected than in the case of the students in the

control group;

H2.3. – In the case of the groups with expert opinions on specific learning problems, we find

less positive attitudes towards school and learning than in the control group.

H2.4. – The students’ educational performance increases in proportion to the amount of equity

actions used;

H3.1 – Students with an expert opinion on a specific learning problem typically designate a

type  of  school  (vocational  school,  vocational  secondary  school)  that  offers  less  mobility

opportunities and they plan to spend shorter study time within the education system than the

students in the control group. 

H3.2 – Based on educational progress plans, students with learning disabilities and learning

difficulties show more similarity to each other than to the control group;

The data required to examine our hypotheses was obtained by using a self-filled questionnaire

prepared in paper-pencil variants. Considering our goals and capabilities, we have chosen this

method of collecting data for reasons explained below.

We could not undertake to examine the structural issues of the population, relying on data

from a small number of data providers, so in a short time and economically we could reach

statistically analyzable amounts of data from a relatively large number of data providers. 

As  schools  provide  information  on  their  students'  data  related  to  their  expert  opinion  in

accordance with the provisions of the Data Protection Act, the ethical / safe organization of

personal meetings with data providers has been a problematic issue. 

When choosing the method, it was against the use of the questionnaire that writing is

an explicit weakness of the population we examined, so it was sensible to assume that they

would not be too motivated in answering (a question related to this was also included in the

questionnaire). We  have  attempted  to  eliminate  this  risk  by  providing  questionnaire

administrators with the opportunity to help with the student's difficulties in interpreting the

text. At the same time, the presence of a teacher might have led to some distortions in the

answers related to certain teachers and schools. When formulating the questions, we strove for

avoiding  complex  sentences  and  make  answering  the  questions  as  easy  as  possible.  The

operability  of  completion  of  the  questionnaire  was  verified  by  a  bench  test  in  the  2015



academic year and we asked detailed feedbacks from the interviewers about the duration and

process of filling. These feedbacks revealed that the questionnaire could be answered within

25 minutes on average and respondents with learning difficulties only sometimes requested

explanation / interpretation from the interviewers.

Regarding the group of questions and specific questions in the questionnaire, we were

inspired by the questionnaires published in the topics we discussed, but we have compiled our

own measuring tool according to our goals. In the compilation of our measuring instrument,

we have taken the most from the questionnaire measuring the family background variables

used in the National Competence Measurement (OKM Student Questionnaire - 2016), from

Lannert’s (2004) questionnaires used in her research on career aspirations, and the School

Success Profile as a conceptual framework meant a lot to us (Roth et al. 2010).

In our  questionnaire,  a  total  of  44 key questions  were included in the following system:

demographic variables; family background variables; variables related to school and learning

environments; variables related to further education. 

In  the  North  Hungarian  statistical  region  (Heves,  Nógrád  and  Borsod-Abaúj-Zemplén

counties),  we  considered  the  students  of  grades  7-12,  with  expert  opinion  on  learning

disability  and learning difficulty,  the  basic  population  of  the  research.  From the  national

statistical reports, we found out that in 12 school grades in the three counties of Northern

Hungary there are 9563 (2015 data) students with with adaptation, learning and behavioural

difficulties and 2670 students with learning disabilities (2015 data), a total of 12 233 students

(source: Edumap, KIR). Since there is no available data on the students’ disaggregation in

terms of learning disability and difficulty, the total population corresponding to our criteria is

estimated to be around / no more than 5-6,000. This basic population is found in all schools of

the region, in varying numbers, scattered.

The most important demographic characteristics for the whole sample - gender, residency,

type of settlement, grade, type of school - are summarized in the following table:



Table 1: Composition of the sample according to the gender of respondents, type of 
settlement, type of school, grade and category of care (%) N = 531

Variable Attribute person %

Gender ratio in the samples girl 254 48%

boy 275 52%

Distribution of domicile by 
type of settlement in the 
sample

village/parish 271 51,2%

town 192 36,2%

county centre 67 12,6%

Distribution by school type in 
the sample

primary school 314 59,1%

vocational school 40 7,5%

secondary school 102 19,2%

grammar school 75 14,1%

Distribution by grade in the 
sample

grade 7 195 36,9%

grade 8 122 23,1%

grade 9 83 15,7%

grade 10 38 7,2%

grade 11 56 10,6%

grade 12 36 6,6%

Distribution of administrative 
categories in the sample

learning disability 131 24,7%

learning difficulty 185 34,8%

control 213 40,1%

Regarding the distribution of administrative categories, we can see that in our sample, 59.5%

of students have an expert opinion on learning disabilities or learning difficulties. The number

and proportion of students with expert opinion in the sample allows them to be treated as a

separate  group  (learning  disability  and  learning  difficulty)  in  the  analyses,  making

comparisons with each other and the control group.

Summing up the specifics  of  our  sample,  we can say that  along the demographic

characteristics  we  can  partially  consider  matching  the  sub-patterns  as  successful.  The



distribution  of  the  place  of  residence  and school  by  type  of  settlement  shows significant

differences in the groups, as follows: in our sample the students of the control group who live

and go to school in the county town and the high school students are overrepresented. 

Among the members of two groups with expert opinions there are considerably more

people who attend a vocational school compared to the control group. The groups of two

administrative  categories  are  well  suited  to  each  other  in  terms  of  their  demographic

characteristics.

From  the  demographic  characteristics  of  our  sample  it  follows  that  we  cannot  give  a

completely reliable point and interval estimates about how much the proportion of subgroups,

opinion groups and clusters revealed by the survey is  in the examined population,  so we

cannot tell how many students each of our findings are relevant to. At the same time, we

could  avoid  other  systematic  distorting  effects  during  the  sampling  and we were  able  to

ensure that the students completing the questionnaires get involved randomly in the sample.

In the thesis, therefore, we avoid the point and interval estimations for the multitudes and

concentrate on the correlation and hypothesis tests. The results of the presented correlation

and hypothesis studies can be considered true for the basic population as a whole. The results

of the tests are robust, so hardly distorted by the fact that we do not have enough information

about the population to determine the representativity of the sample.

A comprehensive presentation and summary of the results - answering the hypotheses

In our thesis, we have presented our hypothesis-related findings grouped along the following 

three dimensions:

1. regarding the socio-demographic, socio-cultural characteristics of the population examined;

2. regarding the correlation between socio-demographic, socio-cultural characteristics and 

school effectiveness, and

3. concerning the specificities of the educational aspirations of the examined population.

In  order  to  understand  and  evaluate  the  results  related  to  the  first  dimension,  we

formulate our dilemma here as well that is whether our database is suitable for examining the

question due to the specificity of our sample implied from quota sampling, and examining the

differences between control and groups under study by county, settlement and school type. 

In spite of the counter-arguments implied from the above mentioned methodological

features,  we  decided  that  we  should  not  miss  the  question  of  overrepresentation  in  our

research.



On the one hand, we cannot do this because we consider the question crucial in the equal

opportunities / equity approach of specific learning problems - and we hope that the focus of

the next research will include a valid image of the current population. We decided on keeping

and answering the question also because we are aware that any precise answer to the question

of overrepresentation is valid only at the given time and for the given geographical area. Only

continuous follow-up could provide reassuring and valid knowledge that could be taken for

basis on planning the interventions. 

Our results regarding hypotheses H1.1 and H1.2.: 

We studied the differences between the sub-patterns along the simple and complex variables

for the socio-cultural status of the family. 

In terms of the financial situation, looking at the economic activity of parents by a complex

indicator  (there  is  no  active  earner,  one  or  two  active  earners  in  the  family),  we  found

significant differences between the three groups.

In the learning disability group, we found twice as many students living in a family without an

active earner (24% of students) than in the control group (12%) - in the learning difficulty

group, the value is between the two groups’ values (19%). As for the families where there is

only one breadwinner, the rates are similar in the three groups. Differences in families without

active earners are equated in the groups with two-earner families (learning disability = 41%,

learning difficulty = 46%, control group = 55%). 

As regards the number of earners, we have registered a worse situation in the administrative

categories than in the control group.

As regards the number of people living in one household and the number of siblings, the

differences  between  the  examined  groups  are  also  significant.  In  the  group  of  learning

difficulties there are the most (4.67 people) who live in one household, followed by 4.59 in

the learning disability group, and 4.27 in the control group. As regards the number of siblings,

most children in the family (2.3) are in the learning disability group, 2.11 children in the

learning difficulty group, and only 1.84 in the control group. 

Considering the differences between the number of active earners and the number of people

living  in  one  household,  fewer  earners  support  families  with  more  members  in  the

administrative  categories  than  in  the  control  group.  Of  course,  these  data  do  not  give



information on the absolute value of the amount that can be calculated per person in each

group.

Measuring the financial situation there were variables where we did not find any significant

deviations (e.g. subjective material wealth, possessed property, etc.). 

With principal component analysis, we have made a complex index of all family background

variables. In the two factors explaining the total variance of 55%, the original variables were

grouped along economic possessions and cultural characteristics. The values of the factors

thus created were projected into a scale of 100 degrees and called the  wealth background

index and the cultural background index. The two indices correlate with each other at r = 0.34

(p <0.0001). 

According to  the wealth  background index,  by looking at  the differences  between

groups, they do not reach an acceptable level of significance.

Concerning  the  cultural  background  factor  (cultural  background  index),  we  found

significant differences between the groups. In the index calibrated 100 degrees, the control

group reached the  highest  score  (40  points),  with  35 points  the  learning disability  group

follows, and by 2 points behind them, the learning difficulty group reached the lowest level

with 33 points. 

By dividing the complex variable into its components, in the case of the variable estimating

the size of family library, the differences between the groups were most significant, and also

significant differences were found in our complex variables measuring the educational level

of parents. 

The summary of the variables regarding family factors, which show significant differences

between the groups and a detailed description of the differences are summarized in the table

below.



Table 1:  Summary of the results regarding family background

Grouping  and  summarizing  the  results  according  to  our  hypothesis  H1.1.  (Students  from

families with low socio-cultural backgrounds are overrepresented among those who have an

expert opinion on the specific learning problem):

Students with an expert opinion on learning disabilities live in larger families than the control

group and typically have more siblings than those in the other two groups. Among them there

is the highest proportion of the parents who do not have high school diploma or are not active

in the labor market.

With regard to books in their homes, they lag behind the control group's values, but they

outrun the students with expert opinion on learning difficulties. 

The values of the cultural background index we count on confirm these differences.

Students  with  an  expert  opinion on learning difficulties live  in  families  with  the  highest

number of members. 

Regarding the proportion of families without active earners, in the learning difficulty group

we found the situation 5% better than in the learning disability group, but 7% worse in the

Variable learning 
disability
(value)

learning 
difficulty 
(value)

control 
group 
(value)

significance 
level of 
difference

Economic activity of parents:
- no active earner 24% 19% 12%
- one active earner 35% 35% 33% p<0,03
- two active earners 41% 46% 55%
Number of people living in one 
household

4,59 
person

4,67 
person

4,27 
person

p<0,005

Number of siblings 2,3 
person

2,11 
person

1,84 
person

p<0,02

Qualification of parents:
- no one with high school 

diploma
52% 50% 39%

- one or more people with high
school diploma

28% 30% 42% p<0,04

- someone with a college or 
university degree

20% 20% 19%

Number of books:
- 0-50 books 38% 42% 27%
- 50-150  books 25% 29% 30%
- 150-300  books 19% 14% 20% p<0,008
- 300-600  books 8% 10% 12%
- 600+  books 10% 5% 11%
Cultural background index: 35 points 33 points 40 points p<0,01



control group. Half of the students live in families where no parent has high school diploma,

compared to 39% in the control group. This rate is only two percent lower than in the case of

the learning disability group. 

In this group, 42% of students live in families with fewer than 50 books in the home library,

compared to 27% for the control group. In this group the value of the cultural background

index is the lowest (7 points lower than in the control group and 2 points lower than the value

measured in the learning disability group)

Summarizing all of these features, we can state that students with an expert opinion on

a specific learning problem can rely mostly on less significant family resources than those

who are not included in the care category. Our hypothesis H.1.1. is certified by means of our

research.

To confirm our hypothesis H.1.2. (based on the socio-cultural background, students

with learning disability and students with learning difficulty show more similarity to each

other than the control group), we use the above analysis, adding the following statement: In

the overview we highlight the variables in the case of which we found differences among the

examined groups. Regarding the extent of the difference between the three groups, in each

case, we found a smaller difference between the two groups with expert opinions than with

the control group. Based on the above data, our hypothesis H.1.2. is considered justified in

our research.

The second issue to be discussed in our dissertation is how the correlation between

socio-cultural characteristics and educational effectiveness changes in the case when students

are classified as members of the administrative category based on their learning disability or

learning  difficulty.  First,  we  looked  for  similarities,  but  naturally  we  also  present  the

differences that we noticed. 

The average of  the previous  academic certificate  averages  as  the indicator  of  educational

effectiveness is different in the three examined groups. In the learning disability group, the

certificate average was 3.14, in the learning difficulty group it was 3.24, and in the control

group 3.76 (N = 521).  The difference between the groups remains significant  even when

filtering the effect of family background indexes. 

According to  the  parents’  qualification,  there  is  still  a  significant  difference  between  the

group's certificate average if we filter out the impact of the wealth background index. The

interaction of  the expertise  group * the parents'  qualification is  also significant,  which is



manifested the way that in the control group in the case of graduate parents the educational

achievement of the child is higher (0,2 grade) compared to the children of parents with high

school  diploma.  However,  in  the  case  of  students  of  the  care  categories  we  can  notice

decrease (0.1 grade in the learning disability group, 0.3 grade in the learning difficulty group).

To  our  hypothesis  H2.1  according  to  which  there  is  a  strong  correlation  between  the

educational achievement (certificate average) and the qualification of the parents in the case

of groups with an expert opinion on a specific learning problem; we have found the answer

through statistical tools: the correlation can be detected. However, we note that the correlation

is less close than in the control group.

In connection with the verification of our hypothesis,  an interesting observation was also

made in our  study:  the  children of  graduated parents  in  the  administrative  category have

weaker educational achievement than the children of the parents with high school diploma in

the care category. There is no explanation for this phenomenon, additional qualitative data

would be needed to understand it.

According to  our  Second Hypothesis  on  School  Effectiveness  (H2.2.), behind  the

educational achievements of students with expert opinion on specific learning problems more

home-learning can be detected than in the case of students in the control group.

The survey of our discrepancy hypothesis is in the background of our assumption. Do

the students in the administrative category make more efforts to achieve the same academic

performance as their peers who are not included in the administrative category?

As we have seen above, the certificates averaged in the groups are different, so we first

checked the fact and the extent of the time spent with home learning -certificate average

correlation. We have found that time spent on homework is strongly but not correlated with

the certificate average of the previous academic year. The coexistence of certificate and the

time spent on the homework assignment was still significant even if the effect of the cultural

background was filtered from the context.

Considering  the  opinion  of  the  expert  groups  we  did  not  find  any  significant

differences, so the students with expert opinion spend as much time doing their homework as

the members of the control group. This did not change if we filtered out the impact of the

cultural background index from the contextual system. 



We could  not  justify  our  hypothesis  H2.2.  In  our  sample,  students  in  the  administrative

category spend the same amount of time learning at home as their peers in the care category. 

Our hypothesis H2.3. (In the case of groups with expert opinions on specific learning

problems we find less positive attitudes towards school and learning than in the case of the

control group), formulated the differences between the students with an expert opinion and

the ones who do not have it. 

Of the 18 statements revealing the relation of pupils to learning and school environment, 9 of

the  18 statements  found significant  differences  between the  groups  with  expert  opinions.

In each of the items with significant differences, the group of learning disabilities considered

the content of the statements to be the least true for themselves. In five cases of significant

discrepancy, the control group were thinking in the most positive way. The values of the

learning difficulty group were approaching sometimes the results of the control group and

sometimes the results of the learning disability group.

Among the results,  we would highlight  the "I  can easily  learn the curriculum" statement,

which  was  considered  by  both  groups  of  the  care  categories  considerably  less  true  for

themselves than by the students of the control group (learning disability = 40 points, learning

difficulty = 42 points, control group = 54 points). This phenomenon can also be interpreted as

an expression of the stigma, that is to say, based on the feedback from the environment, the

mediated  image  is  integrated  into  the  self-image  and  self-definition  of  the  stigmatized

persons, which can determine their behavior as well(Dudley-Marling 2004, Shifrer 2013/1).

In the case of the other statement about learning ("learning is important for me"), the learning

disability group lag behind the other two groups with 10 and 11 points (learning disability =

54 points, learning difficulty = 64 points, control group = 65 points).

There  are  two  outstanding  results  for  the  learning  difficulty  group:  one  is  the

assessment of teacher support (1 "my teachers support me to make the most of myself"), the

other is the interest in the curriculum (2. "I'm mostly interested in learning"). In both cases,

students in the learning difficulty group are highly positive compared to the other two groups.

(1. learning disability = 66 points, learning difficulty = 73 points, control group = 67 points; 2.

learning disability = 51 points, learning difficulty = 58 points, control group = 52 points). 

By  summarizing  the  results  of  the  learning  difficulty  group,  we  find  that  they  consider

learning difficult similarly to the learning disability group, but they also see the importance of

learning as the control group. Students in the learning difficulty group consider the curriculum



more interesting than the other two groups and they perceive the support of teachers more

strongly. 

Using regression analysis, by checking how much each item contributes to the variance of the

certificate averages - that is, how much they explain the educational effectiveness - we have

found that the 7 variables modeled by the algorithm explain 25 percent of the variance of the

certificate averages. Among the variables, in the model the "I can easily learn the curriculum"

statement has the greatest significance, which was evaluated the least positive by the students

in the administrative category. This confirms our assumption that opinions on learning and

schools have a significant impact on academic results. 

Statements on school and learning were arranged into factors by main component-

based analysis. In the case of two of the four factors thus obtained, there was a significant

difference between the groups with expert opinions (the difference between the factor of the

attitude  towards  learning  and  the  factor  of  the  attitude  towards  school  and  teachers  is

significant).

In our interpretation of the change of the factors showing difference between the groups, we

found that while in the case of the factor of the attitude towards learning, both groups with

expert opinions show a more negative picture than the control group, in the case of the factor

of the attitude towards school and teachers, the learning difficulty group has the most positive

opinion and the control group has the least positive.

Reflecting on our hypothesis H2.3. the concept must be differentiated based on the

results highlighted above. Based on the results, it is considered justified that students with an

expert opinion have less positive attitude towards learning than those with no expert opinion.

At  the  same time  (in  the  learning difficulty  group),  the  positive  impact  of  support  from

teachers appears in their  attitude towards school,  so their  attitude towards school is  more

positive than the control group’s. 

Also  in  the  scope  of  school-related  issues  in  our  hypothesis  H2.4.  we  assumed  that  the

students’ educational performance increases in proportion to the amount of equity actions

used.

This correlation was verified within the groups with expert  opinions (316 persons) and it

contained two groups of questions. In one of the question groups, we asked about the study

benefits (exemption from evaluation of some subject, use of own equipment on exams, longer

preparation time on exams, substitution of oral exams with written exams, or vice versa). In



the other question group we dealt with the use and frequency of educational supplementary

services. In the research we only look at equity actions based on quantitative aspects.

With respect to certificate averages we did not find any significant difference between the two

groups with two types of expert opinion. In our sample the learning disability group had 3.12,

while the learning difficulty group had 3.24 certificate averages. During the analysis, it was

found  that  the  allowances  used  on  the  exams  did  not  significantly  affect  the  certificate

averages in any of the cases, and in no case did we find any significant allowance * expert

opinion group interactions either. That is, none of the four allowances on the exams affect

demonstrably the certificate averages, neither in a positive nor in a negative way.

In the case of educational supplementary services, we asked for information from our

respondents about whether or not they attend developmental workshops or tutoring at school

or out of the school and if they do, how often  (more times a week, once a week, more rarely

or never). 

Based on the answers, cluster analysis revealed three groups in the sample, which differed

considerably in that whether they receive development (and / or tutoring) in the school, do not

receive or only rarely receive development or they are typically developed outside the school

as well.

We found a negative (r = -0.21, p <0.0001) correlation between the average of the previous

year's certificate and the frequency of attending out-of-school developmental workshops, so

we  state  in  our  research  that  the  frequency  of  school  development  does  not  resolve  the

students’ educational defaults.

The same is true of the correlation between the certificate average and the tutoring at school.

Here, we found highly significant, negative, poor correlation (r = -0.14 (p <0.001). According

to  our  results,  the  frequency  of  school  tutoring  does  not  affect  the  students’  educational

defaults, either. 

In the case of the frequency of attending non-school developmental workshops,  r = + 0.04 is

the correlation with the certificate average, ie there is no significant linear correlation. In the

case of out-of-school tutoring, the correlation is r = +0.10, it cannot be considered significant.

Considering  the  development  of  students  based  on  cluster  groups,  we  found  significant

differences in certificate averages. This is due to the fact that the average of the students

developed in the school is 2.99, while the average of the cluster group developed outside the



school is 3.44, as well as the ones’ who do not receive development. The result is, however,

varied by the fact that in the analysis we also saw that the students with lower socio-cultural

backgrounds are typically found in the school development cluster group, and students from a

higher status family typically also get out-of-school development. Based on our results, our

hypothesis H2.4. is not considered justified.

Finally, the following hypotheses were formulated in order to clarify the questions occurring

in the school progress plans of the students classified in the care category. 

H3.1. -Students with an expert opinion on a specific learning problem typically designate a

type of school (vocational school, vocational secondary school) that offers a lower mobility

opportunity and shorter learning time within the education system than the students in the

control group. 

H3.2. –  Based on the school progress plans, students with learning disability and students

with learning difficulty show more similarities to each other than to the control group.

The analyzes were also performed on the whole sample, however, the differences between the

types  of  secondary  school  institutions  and  the  separation  of  the  three  groups  made  the

interpretation of our results difficult,  so in the thesis we showed the results regarding the

sample of primary schoolchildren (N = 314).

From the  analyzes  we made,  we will  review the  following results  to  examine the  above

assumptions:

In the learning disability group, 44% of the students who are planning to attend vocational

school, and are currently in primary school, this proportion is 37% in the learning difficulty

group, and 20% in the control group. The members of the control group are planning to

continue their studies in grammar school in five- six times bigger proportion than those in the

administrative  category  (learning  disability  group  =  6%,  learning  difficulty  group  =  7%,

control group = 33%). The differences between the three groups with expert opinions cannot

be  accidental.  However,  the  contrast  between  the  two  administrative  categories  is  not

significant.

Students in the administrative category choose twice more often a type of school (vocational

school) which does not give high school diploma, and one fifth - sixth of the students choose

a type of school  (grammar school) which is the most likely to prepare for higher education,

than the control group students. 



In  terms  of  planned  education,  respondents  could  choose  from  seven  options  in  the

questionnaire, but in the analysis, as we did for the parents, the attributes were grouped into

three groups and we looked at whether or not they want to graduate from high school or plan

to obtain a diploma. 

We found significant differences between the groups of the administrative categories of in

terms of their planned school qualification. The proportions were as follows: in the learning

disability group, 61% of students do not plan to graduate from high school; In the learning

difficulty group this ratio is 51% and 30% in the control group. We would like to highlight the

differences of the aspirations for getting a diploma: 9% of students in the learning disability

group are planning to go on higher education, 11% in the learning difficulty group, while this

ratio is 28% in the control group. The contrast between the two administrative categories is

not significant.

The  correlation  between  the  expert  groups  and  the  planned  school  qualification  remains

significant even if we filter out from the correlation the impact attributable to the parents'

qualifications. 

We also collected data on how many years of study (attending school) the examined students

are  planning.  We  wanted  to  use  the  results  mainly  to  find  out  how  much  the  previous

question, that is, the planned school qualification, can be considered valid. If we do not find a

positive co-existence between the two data, we could not take the qualifications seriously. In

our case the correlation between the two variables is almost consequently close: r = 0.72.

The values  of  the  three groups were as  follows:  learning disability  group = 11.84 years,

learning difficulty group = 12.42 years, control group = 13.21 years. The contrast between the

two groups with expert opinions is not significant. 

Based on the above results our hypothesis H3.1. is considered justified.

To justify our hypothesis H3.2., we use the same results, the following: we did not find any

significant contrast regarding the planned average time of study of the two groups with expert

opinions, as no contrast was found in the case of planned qualification and the selection of

secondary school type, either.

Our hypothesis H3.2. is also considered justified.

Summing  up  the  answers  to  our  hypotheses,  the  following  picture  emerges  about  the

population under study: 



Students with an expert opinion on learning disability or learning difficulty typically live in

families with fewer cultural resources than their peers with no expert opinion. Considering

their family resources, the two groups with expert opinions show more similarities to each

other than to the control group.

The classical correlation between the parent’s qualification and school performance can be 

demonstrated in their case as well, but the correlation is not as close as in the case of the 

control group.

Their attitude to learning is less positive than those students’ who do not have an expert 

opinion, but they perceive more support from teachers than their peers with no expert opinion.

Students with expert opinion do not spend more time with home learning than their peers with

no expert opinion. 

More  students  in  the  learning  disability  category  are  relieved  of  the  evaluation  of  some

subject than in the group of students with learning difficulty- the other study allowances are

given to students of the two expert groups in a similar proportion. 

The students with expert opinion who take advantage of the study benefits do not have better

educational achievement than those who get no benefits.

The  students  whose  family  background  is  less  favorable  receive  more  school

development/tutoring, and in their case the educational achievements are also lower than in

the case of students who get out-of-school development or are not developed at all.

Students with an expert opinion demonstrably plan a shorter school career than their peers

with no expert opinion. In the case of both groups with expert opinions, a more decisive factor

in their choice of school is to avoid the risk of being dropped out (easy and safe admission)

than to create opportunities for further education.

Conclusions formulated in the dissertation

In the section which is about the formulation of our conclusions we discussed our starting

question, based on the knowledge of the results, namely whether the selection of the specific

learning problem in order to validate the aspects of equity (according to the diagnosis-based

model in the Hungarian education system) really contributes to equal opportunities on the

level of output. 

In the section of the conclusions of the dissertation, the strengths and limitations of the

research  were  taken  into  account,  and  along  the  results  we  proposed  questions  worth

considering for further research. Below, we describe the contents of the thesis in more detail.



The significance and originality of the thesis

The significance and importance of this essay is primarily seen in an attempt to interpret

and describe a biological and / or psychological state based on the social (social) model. The

approach, of course, has the history of international literature (Dudley-Marling 2004, Reid &

Valle  2004,  Anyon  2009),  but  it  is  far  from widespread.  It  is  thus  a  reference  to  the

originality of our work that it approaches a known problem, from a rarely used perspective.

The rarely used point of view also indicates that the issues raised in the thesis are largely

unexplored. 

The relevance of the dissertation is  also supported by the social  discourse that  was

triggered by the recent amendment of the Act  on Public Education (Act LXX of 2017)

concerning the benefits of BTMN students. Strong press coverage could have contributed to

the  release  of  professional  positions  (Position  2017)  on  the  subject.  Trilateral  interest

(legislator, press / publicity and profession) indicates fertile conditions for reinterpreting the

issues and redesigning the interventions. Considering the contribution of this paper to the

approach  of  specific  learning  problems  in  an  adaptive  educational  environment,  we

appreciate that we managed to draw some "colors" on the white patch of the “pan-European

data deficiency”.

The examination of the disadvantages of students with an expert opinion on a specific

learning  problem within  the  public  education  system is  a  poorly  discussed  area  in  the

Hungarian  professional  literature.  In  our  research  we  have  created  a  significant  and

suppletory database.

In our view, our thesis provides a basis for planning and conducting further exploratory

research, with the help of which a more efficient use of the resources available in the public

education system will be possible. 

Finally, in our dissertation, we have been able to deny such beliefs taken over in public

thinking like: if the students go to developmental workshops more often, they will be more

effective at school or students with learning disability make more effort at home to have

better educational achievements.

The limitations of the thesis 

Naturally, our thesis has several limitations. We consider taking these limitations into

consideration consciously as important as the observance of strengths.

The  geographical  limitation  of  our  research:  we only  worked from data  from the

region of Northern Hungary, so we can consider our results valid referring to this area. (This



geographic limitation is also considered as the strength of the research, as in this way a

sharper image of the population emerged than if we give up on the control of economic

geographical circumstances.)

Another deficiency of our research is that in our sample in the course of fitting of the

control group to the examined groups, disproportions can be observed according to type of

settlement and school. We treated this feature of our sample as a fact and being aware that

these  are  significant  inequality  dimensions,  we  tried  to  take  them  into  account  in  the

interpretation of the results.

Because  of  our  limited  resources,  we  worked  with  a  single  measuring  tool  and

questionnaire, so we could not undertake to do a deeper, qualitative analysis.

The questionnaire  is  not  an optimal  tool  in  every respect  for  addressing students  with

reading and writing problems, and the validity of data collected is questionable. We tried to

rectify the detected barrier by sample size and statistical analysis.

Suggestions for using the results of the thesis

As stated above, we have taken steps to get acquainted with an unexplored area. The

discovery,  of  course,  cannot  be  considered  complete,  but  we also consider  some of  the

results to be highlighted that should be taken into account in educational policy decisions.

The fact that students classified in the administrative category due to specific learning

problems have fewer family resources than their  peers not included in an administrative

category  can  be  used  in  the  differential  diagnosis  area.  It  focuses  on  the  frequently

underscored  part  of  diagnostic  work  that  is  directed  towards  the  examination  of

environmental factors. Based on our results, it is necessary to apply more reliable measuring

tools to examine the social background.

In our research, we proved that the frequency of development at school does not resolve

the student's lack of success. While interpreting this result, we have found that the school

also seeks to compensate for the disadvantages appearing in the family background with

development. Our suggestion deriving from the result is that we consider it worthwhile to

differentiate between the problems and the educational policy responses provided. In other

words,  to  tackle  social  problems,  we  should  not  expect  an  efficient  solution  from  the

development of students, but also social policy tools need be available. 

The differences between the groups were investigated longer in the field of further

education  and we found that  in  the  case  of  similar  school  performance,  students  with



expert opinions plan a shorter school career than the control group's students, in choosing

their secondary school, to avoid the risk of being dropped out is a more important factor

than to create the opportunity of further education after secondary school. 

In the framework of our thinking this result is explained by the previous facts (less

family resources, study benefits and educational supplementary services not shown in the

educational  achievements,  more  negative  attitude  to  learning).  Using  the  conceptual

framework of the medical model, it might also be possible to explain the shorter school

career as a result of a negative difference in the cognitive ability profile of the examined

population.

Regardless  of  the  explanations,  the  negative  differences  found in  the  planned level  of

further education - the early closure - are a major loss from the point of view of the labor

market. By means of further research it would be worth comparing the key skills in school

success and the labor market competence list.

In  our  thesis  we  did  not  discard  the  medical  model  explanation,  but  it  was

complemented by the fact that not only the ability but the environmental differences also

play a role in the categorization into the administrative category, and the categorization

itself,  also  functioning  as  an  environmental  factor,  affects  the  students'  educational

aspirations. 

In  our  dissertation,  we  undertook  to  focus  on  the  contextual  factors  affecting  the

school  progression of  students  classified in  the administrative  category  due to  specific

learning problems. Theoretically, it is possible and expedient to supplement the medical

approach of learning disability and especially learning difficulty concepts based on the

social model approach. Based on the results of our research, we supported our theoretical

idea with empirical arguments.
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